Rt. 12, /rederick, kd. 21701 
1/14/76 



Hr. Sow tfllson, /OIa/^A Coordinator 
CIA 

Wash, fi.C. 20503 tOlt/Vl ap.e ala 
i^emr fc r. »llaon, 

To now in a long, largely unnecessary, completely uraatiafactory and on the CIA's 
p*rt so self-descriptive a correspondence I oelisve I have rads no personal comment 
about you* lour lett er stssp dated l/l 2/T! stop this long history of lawlessness would 
be too such for G rise Ida. is ouch too such for ne. 

Have you no sheas? &o concept of sheas, or deoency? *o self -respect? So concern 
about how your children, if any, would think about you if they knew you as you have 
represented yourself in this correspondence, all of which relates to TOlA and FA, two 
laws that represent what is icoet fundamental in any ays tea of representative society, the 
right of the people to know and above all to know what their governr.cnt does? Joes the 
Lav Dean nothing to you, you personally or all of you who have cooe to regard the 
American people, too, as your enemy? it Is there no Unit to arrogance? 

In your letter you say what you know is false, that in ay request of the Archives 
and in ay 1 1/26/76 letter to Dr. ^hoade all "records os surveillanoe conducted on Leo 
iiarvey Oswald in fttx ioo City" and that "we have already responded to you concerning 
this request” in ”our letter, dated 23 August 1 976 • • .Z-75-6669. " 

*y request of the Archives was limited to what you people oisused in one of you* 
domestic operations against the American people and the press. It was limited to what 
there vae a waiver on by being given to an uaderinforced and overly receptive reporter, 
resulting in a nas^ivw coast- to-coast deception and an overt interference with the 
proper functioning of the Congress* 

I do have a larger request under the 10-day law. It dates to 1975* A his la 1977* 

Under that law you have 20 days in which to act on an appeal* I filed this appeal* *%ve 
you acted in the required 20 days? ^avo you set the requirement of the law in not so doing? 

When you stonewalled and I did want part of these records you'll die before releasing 
willingly 1 did file what I did describe as § more restricted request. lour tine for 
response to that and acting on the appeal is more than five tines past the allowance of 
the lav. You have given no explanation for delay, no explanation of the need for sore 
tins and there is no such need. Bow if tnere is any provision of the lav that permits you 
withheld one file on the claim that you have a thousand files you say you want to 



ev please cite it to ae. And if there is any provision that authorities you to delay 
longer while conducting a second review after the first one, please also site that. If 
there is anything you sen torture into either, remember this is 1977 and wo are talking 
about a 1979 FOIA request. 

Last year you were particularly shameless in claiming that in responding to ay 
request relating to the surveillanoe of Lee “s rvey w svald, a natter certainly collected 
11/22/63, in alleging that responding would be "t special and costly search” ana that it 
"would disrupt and delay the process for all those requesters” asking for other records. 

This to your knowledge could not have been true of that request and it certainly can't be 
true of ay request of the Archives, which is limited to barren Commission records* 

Last year you also cited an earlier letter in which you ol aimed "the existence or 
non-existence of the records... is currently properly classified pursuant to Executive 
Order 11692. ..exemption (b)(1)...” Thia was thee false and obviously false from the 
language of the statute , "kept s e c r e t" after it was published, it is even sore false today 
two months after the Agency's publicising of its alleged maamt warning to its alleged 
defender and now more so with the report of the House select comwlttee. In this there is 
more then enough to afpid going into your newsrnnmn element operations with the aaahiugton 
Post on t di and other related stories. But those iliiot and antl-democrmtlo domestic opera- 
tions are also a waiver, if there ever was a legitimate exemption. 
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"“•P* secret" in tbs statute referred to peal or potential ebeaiea of the country, 
not the people of the country, of course. The law continues "kept secret in the interest 
of national defense/.." 

I do not know your age, experience or education but all of t> d a carries no to 
what except in ita violence is oonjy and philosophically/ liazism and the other authoritar- 
ian aodotiea/ way. If you do not puke ovor what you do you have & ciiat-ircn intestinal 
tract and/or nontl and ethical bllndere. 

lour August 2? letter of last year also clalns, again with oonacious, deliberate 
falsehood, that "It is further determined that the fact of the existence or noa-exiateoce 
of the reoorde pertain# to informs Hoc relating to intelligence eourcea and netiAds which 
the Director vis to) protect free unauthorised disclosures..." Here you avoid citation of 
$ha Act because it says other than you pretend. The exemption has to s«et certain facts 
that are hure not factual, the uource aust be " confidential " and there must be* a dis- 
closaxe. 

"Pertains" is not in the Act. News storf.ee "pe tals." 

There is no way 1. which withholding this fro* as can "protect" froa "unauthorized 
disclosure'' wh*» the actual discleauro is the fact beak in 1964 to the warren Cou-issioo 
end since then to the press and in and by the preea/parte of which were Agency employees 
with first- person knowledge. He both jene* the reality, thet erne of the most recent is- 
cloeun»« were by the Agency employee who left the Agency to become ita "defender," the 
one the Washington Post managed not to report was the Agency's f-exico City station 
Chief at the tin# in question, David Phillip*. 

low aver, you do^clte the Director's legal obligation and you have not placed any 
charges against ~r. iMlllpe or others. Why? Can it be he could rUi* '' authorised"? 

If you do not will you stop throwing tnat kind of garbage at ae? 

Hew I did write you after I receive! your letter of august 23. With the fabled 
record-keeping system of the SlA can it be you did not know this when you attached a 
copy - or most of a copy - of your letter? Do you consider it honest not to Include what 
I wrote you In response, even to pretend tnat I did not, that I did accept your hokum? 

1 am sure X did insist upon my aDLa request and that i did appeal. I also knew ti-at I 
toteet thought of having to sue my government to keep it honest and within the law. 

We are a.;ain snowed in and the snow is still falling so I cannot get together with 
counsel, on something as clear as tills I as not at all certain I would need counsel hut 
I am uncertain about the Asoiixvea referral to you. Jo whether or not I havo ap ealed in 
the past X as naiitt now ap e ellng this new denial by both the Archives and the ginnj 
If within tne tire permitted by the -vet you have not complied with the Act this ties I 
will not be as patient as I hove been because this tie* you (plural) have undertaken a 
new subversion, of the Congress la addition to the press. 

fou people, whether or not you personally, ora truly contwaptible. Aftor tie last 
ti°e * haard from you 1 met your assistant general counsel, Dannie Zlbell. It was in 
connection with my C.A.75-1448. When we talked ha told ae that you had sent me all I had 
artced for that had been released. Wow you personal ij knew that at least a half-doxmi tines 
1 have asked for your second large rel e a se and you personally know that it has not been 
sent «o ae and you personal ;y know thet it Is included in ay requests. If this is not the 
whet kind of animals are you that you lie to each oth .r, what irind of concept 
do you have of la- and decency when you lie to your own lawyers? 

I have a number of requests under both MHA a 4 PA gpi ng back about aix years that 
have not ben coop Lied with. I as herewith again asking when 1 may expect to have a response 
to ay appeals and qy inquiries on when they will be acted on. 1 have been aatient. 1 do not 
like the idee of having to sue in such setters. I abominate the idee of official lawlessness, 
and this is as lauloss as it can be. But there is nothing t'st is as foreign to ay beliefs 
“ tolerating this kind of official aiaconduct. *h*t 1 ^uat do I will do. uiaoerely, 

Harold tfeisberg 



CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 
Washington, D.C. 20505 



1 2 JAN 1977 



Mr. Harold Weisberg 
Route 12 

Frederick, MD 21701 



Dear Mr. Weisberg: 



This is in response to your letter, dated 26 November 
1976, which was addressed to Dr. James B. Rhoads, Archivist, 

The National Archives. It was referred to this Agency for 
direct reply to you. 

Please be advised that we had already responded to you 
concerning this request for records of surveillance conducted 
on Lee Harvey Oswald in Mexico City. Please refer to our 
letter, dated 23 August 1976, which we handled under F-75-6669. % 
A copy of that letter is enclosed for your information. 




Sincerely 



Gene F. Wilson 

Information and Privacy Coordinator 



Enclosure 




CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 
Washington, D.C. 20505 



23 



AUg 



1976 



Mr. Harold Weisberg \ ' 

Route 12 _____ . 

Frederick, MD 21701 * 

* * .* ♦ ■ * •: w * 

» ' • ‘ * . j . 

Dear Mr. Weisberg: > . • 

^ * * 

n £SIch°i S e are^handling C under ?-7?-6669. 

. i, n f 21 July in. your penultimate para 
The ’’new request of 21 v ' illan ce conducted on 

graph for records of any aad or elsewhere is a restate- 

Lee Harvey Oswald in M e *^o J£o£d TeqU est for any and all 
ment of one segmen , y K enn edy assassination and the 
materials related to the £ enn y 5 _ 6669 . As you know, all 
investigation thereof » /l®* >.£ file are currently under- 
materials in the .®” t J revie i expected to yield a better 
going second review, . T n light of the number of 

fSodSct than the product, we are not 

requesters waiting anxlo ^^?%nd costly search for your 
prepared to institute a special process for all 

request which would dx s™P\* n s a tisfy your recent restate- 
of these requesters simply to satisxy y 

ment of request 



In view of your own e yond g that° of ^ark* Allen, we quote 
^*5. Of 13 dux,: 

’’Please be advised that the -is 
existence of the records you request e Qrder ll652 
properly classified pursuant to losure in accordance 

and therefore is b the FOIA. By this answer 
with exemption (h)(1) denying that such recoids 

we are neither confirming no T ®® ny ?;"£ the f ac t of the 
exist. It is further t ?!i: r S n ?he ^ecorSs also pertains 

existence or non "® x ^^: to intelligence sources and 
to information relating to mtemg 
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methods which the Director of Central Intelligence 
has the responsibility to protect from unauthorized 
disclosure pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 403(d)(3) and is 
therefore exempt from disclosure in accordance with 
exemption (b)(3) of the FOIA." 

The above decision was made by Mr. Charles A. Briggs, 
Chief of the Services Staff. The decision is currently 
under appeal by Mr. Allen but is now Subject to your appeal. 
As you know, such appeal should be addressed to the Agency's 
Information Review Committee via the undersigned. 

The enclosed organizational charts are those included 
on pages 96-102 of the Senate Committee's Supplementary 
Detailed Staff Report on Foreign and Military Intelligence, 
Book IV, Report 94-755 of the 94th Congress, 2nd Session, 
dated 23 April 1976. The publication is available to the 
public from the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government 
Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20402. 



' Sincerely, 

/s/ GFW 

Gene F. Wilson 

Information and Privacy Coordinator 

Enclosures • > 

i 
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

National Archives and Records Service 
Washington, DC 20408 



JAN 12 1977 



Mr. Harold Weisbere 
Rt. 12 

Frederick, MD 21701 



Dear Mr. Weisberg: 



Your Freedom of Information Act appeal dated Decenfcer 8, 1976, for 
Warren Commission Documents #651 and #1359 was received in this office 
on December 13, 1976. 

To complete our consultation with the agency having subject matter 
interest in these documents, it has been determined that a time 
extension, as permitted in Section 552(a) (6) (B) (iii) of title 5, United 
States Code (Freedom of Information Act, as amended) , is required to 
process your request. A response to your request will be transmitted 
from this office on or before January 27, 1977. 

Sincerely, 




7AMES E. O'NEILL 
Deputy Archivist 
of the United States 




* 






Keep Freedom in Tour Future With US. Savings Bonds 



